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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The amendment filed on 10 June 2005 have been received and entered. Claims 1-42 as 
amended are pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 (e) that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office Action: 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1, 3-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Ferguson et al. 
(US 2002/0065849 Al) hereinafter Ferguson. 

As per claims 1 (method), Ferguson anticipated discloses a method for providing a Web 
view page in a dialog box of an application program, comprising the steps of: 

(a) in the application program, providing a dialog box object that communicates with a 
browser module is taught by Ferguson as the technique of the productivity application 100 is 
launched along with the network enabling software 210, because of the appropriate configuration 
of the network enabling software 210, it automatically launches when the productivity 
application 100 is launch (see page 15, left col., paragraph [147] and upon such selection, a 
parameter information dialog box, such as displayed in Fig. 16E may be presented (see col. 20, 
right col, paragraph [204]); and 
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(b) displaying the Web view page in the dialog box of the application program is 
taught by Ferguson as the technique of the developer constructing embedded application web 
pages may find two or more page at a given web site (see page 20, left col., paragraph [199]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 10, Ferguson anticipated discloses method for providing a Web view page 
in an application program dialog box, comprising the steps of: 

(a) determining whether a computing resource supports a Web view page in the 
application program dialog box is taught by Ferguson as the technique of the augmented desktop 
application and enhanced document together form an Internet or network-enabled application 
that facilitates access to remote services and functionality while retaining functionality 
inherently provided by the desktop application (see page 5, right col., paragraph [055]); and if so, 

(b) accessing a browser module with the application program, to enable browser 
functions from within the application dialog box is taught by Ferguson as the technique of the 
developer may also create parallel browser based views of these distributed documents. The 
choice of whether to download a browser based view or desktop application based view of a 
page may be controlled by preferences set by the user (see page 6, right col., paragraph [0064]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 19, Ferguson anticipated discloses a method for accessing a computer file 
stored on a computing resource from an application program dialog box of an application 
program, comprising the steps of: 
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(a) t opening the application program dialog box with the application program is 
taught by Ferguson as the technique of the user provided with a information source property 
dialog box (see page 21, left co., paragraph [212]); 

(b) requesting a Web view page from the computing resource is taught by Ferguson 
as the technique of the augmented desktop application and enhanced document together form an 
Internet or network-enabled application that facilitates access to remote services and 
functionality while retaining functionality inherently provided by the desktop application f see 
page 5, right col., paragraph [055]); and 

(c) displaying the Web view page within the application program dialog box is taught 
by Ferguson as the technique of the developer constructing embedded application web pages 
may find two or more page at a given web site (see page 20, left col., paragraph [199]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 20, the limitation of requesting a Web view page comprises the step of 
sending a request to a URL address for a Web view page related to the URL and the application 
program is taught by Ferguson as the technique of the developer clicks on the "new Web page" 
button, the system presents to the developer a wizard containing a palette that displays a 
selection of templates for designing a web page. In addition, the wizard may include a "browser 
to web page" button (see page 18, left col., paragraph [183]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 
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As per claim 25, Ferguson anticipated discloses a method for initiating an application 
program function using a browser module accessible from within a dialog box of an application 
program, comprising the steps of: 

(a) enabling a user to selectively activate display of a Web view page within the 
dialog box of the application program is taught by Ferguson as the technique of the developer 
constructing embedded application web pages may find two or more page at a given web site 
(see page 20, left col., paragraph [199]); 

(b) enabling a user to select an element of the Web view page upon which an 
application program function is to be implemented, to initiate execution of said function is taught 
by Ferguson as the technique of the developer may also create parallel browser based views of 
these distributed documents. The choice of whether to download a browser based view or 
desktop application based view of a page may be controlled by preferences set by the user (see 
page 6, right col., paragraph [0064]); and 

(c) executing the application program function with the application program is taught 
by Ferguson as the technique of the augmented desktop application and enhanced document 
together form an Internet or network-enabled application that facilitates access to remote 
services and functionality while retaining functionality inherently provided by the desktop 
application (see page 5, right col, paragraph [055]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reason as set forth above. 

As per claim 26, the limitations of accessing the browser module with the application 
program and displaying the Web view page within the dialog box with the browser module is 



Application/Control Number: 09/882,985 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2173 

taught by Ferguson as the techniques of the developer may also create parallel browser based 
views of these distributed documents. The choice of whether to download a browser based view 
or desktop application based view of a page may be controlled by preferences set by the user (see 
page 6, right col., paragraph [0064]) and the developer constructing embedded application web 
pages may find two or more page at a given web site (see page 20, left col., paragraph [199]). 
This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 31, due to the similarity of the first two limitations of this claim to the first 
two limitations of claim 25, except for the last limitation of executing the browser function with 
the browser module is taught by Ferguson as the technique of the developer may also create 
parallel browser based views of these distributed documents. The choice of whether to download 
a browser based view or desktop application based view of a page may be controlled by 
preferences set by the user (see page 6, right col., paragraph [0064]). This claim is therefore ^ 
rejected for the reason as set forth above. 

As per claim 32, due to the similarity of this claim to that of claim 26, this claim is 
therefore rejected for the same reasons applied to claim 26. 

As per claim 35, Ferguson anticipated disclose machine readable medium storing 
machine instructions for selectively opening a dialog box in an application program as the 
technique of productivity application 100 is launched along with the network enabling software 
210, because of the appropriate configuration of the network enabling software 210, it 
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automatically launches when the productivity application 100 is launch (see page 15, left col., 
paragraph [147], and upon such selection, a parameter information dialog box, such as displayed 
in Fig. 16E may be presented (see col, 20, right col, paragraph [204]); and displaying a Web 
view page within the dialog box of the application program to enable a user to selectively 
execute a function from within the dialog box by selecting an element on the Web view page is 
taught by Ferguson as the technique of the developer constructing embedded application web 
pages may find two or more page at a given web site (see page 20, left col., paragraph [199]). 
This claim is therefore rejected for the reason as set forth above. 

As per claim 36, Ferguson anticipated discloses a machine readable medium storing 
machine instructions for generating a Web view page for display within a dialog box of an 
application program in response to a request for opening the Web view page in the dialog box as 
the technique of a parameter information dialog box, such as displayed in Fig. 16E may be 
presented (see col 20, right col., paragraph [204]) and the developer constructing embedded 
application web pages may find two or more page at a given web site (see page 20, left col., 
paragraph [199]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reason as set forth above. 

As per claim 37, due to the similarity of this claim to that of claim 19, except for system 
instead of method claim, this claim is therefore rejected for the same reasons applied against 
claim 19. 
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As per claim 3, the limitation of wherein the Web view page enables a user to selectively 
initiate an application program specific function is taught by Ferguson as the technique of the 
developer may also create parallel browser based views of these distributed documents. The 
choice of whether to download a browser based view or desktop application based view of a 
page may be controlled by preferences set by the user (see page 6, right col., paragraph [0064]). 
This claim is therefore rejected for the reason as set forth above. 

As per claim 4, the limitation of executing a separate browser program to display content 
in response to the user selecting a browser specific function related to the content is taught by 
Ferguson as the technique of while certain development capability may be best to provided 
through a specific, separate application program for developer using the technology, many 
capabilities may be provided (see page 14, right col, paragraph [146]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 5, the limitation of wherein selection of an application program specific 
function by a user causes a file management function to be performed is taught by Ferguson as 
the technique of while certain development capability may be best to provided through a 
specific, separate application program for developer using the technology, many capabilities 
may be provided to developers through an extended version of the target productivity application 
itself (see page 14, right col., paragraph [146]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reason as set forth above. 
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As per claim 8, the limitation of enabling the user to define the Web view page using a 
hypertext markup language file is taught by Ferguson as the technique of the developer 
constructing embedded application Web pages may find that two or more pages at a given Web 
site (or all pages at a given site) are related and appropriate to be rendered as embedded 
application web pages. In this case, a word processing version of each of the two or more page 
may be created and stored within a single enhanced word processing document (see col. 20, left 
col., paragraph [0199]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reason as set forth above. 

As per claim 1 1, the limitation of verifying that the computing resource is able to 
generate a web view page of information usable in the application program dialog box is taught 
by Ferguson as the technique of managing who has permission to modify a document (see 
page 22, right col., paragraph [224]) and Enter Registration Information into Object (see block 
420 in Fig. 4) 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reason as set forth above. 

As per claim 12, the limitation of confirming that the computing resource recognizes an 
application program function attribute in a request to the computing resource to generate a web 
view page is taught by Ferguson as the technique of Parameter Name Entered (see block 1720 in 
Fig. 17). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reason as set forth above. 
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As per claim 14, due to the similarity of this claim to the combination of limitation b of 
claim 1 and claim 3, this claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 16, due to the similarity of this claim to that of claim 5, this claim is 
therefore rejected for the same reasons applied to claim 5. 

As per claim 17, the limitation of determining that an element selected by the user 
corresponds to a function of the browser module is taught by Ferguson as the technique of while 
certain development capability may be best to provided through a specific, separate application 
program for developer using the technology, many capabilities may be provided to developers 
through an extended version of the target productivity application itself (see page 14, right 
col., paragraph [146]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 21, due to the similarity of this claim to the combination of claim 1, 
limitation c and claim 4, this claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 22, the limitations of enabling a user to access the computer file by selecting 
an element of the Web view page displayed within the application , program dialog box and 
requesting access to the computer file from the computing resource, based on the element of the 
Web view page that was selected are taught by Ferguson as the technique of productivity 
application 100 is launched along with the network enabling software 210, because of the 
appropriate configuration of the network enabling software 210, it automatically launches when 
the productivity application 100 is launch (see page 15, left col., paragraph [147], and upon such 
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selection, a parameter information dialog box, such as displayed in Fig. 16E may be presented 
(see col. 20, right col, paragraph [204]) 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reason as set forth above. 

As per claim 23, the limitation of initiating a function of the application program that 
affects the computer file based on the element of the Web view page that was selected is taught 
by Ferguson as the technique of the developer may also create parallel browser based views of 
these distributed documents. The choice of whether to download a browser based view or 
desktop application based view of a page may be controlled by preferences set by the user (see 
page 6, right col., paragraph [0064]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reason as set forth above. 

As per claim 24, the limitation of the function of the application program is opening the 
computer file in the application program is taught by Ferguson as the technique of while certain 
development capability may be best to provided through a specific, separate application 
program for developer using the technology, many capabilities may be provided to developers 
through an extended version of the target productivity application itself (see page 14, right 
col., paragraph [146]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reason as set forth above. 

As per claim 34, Ferguson discloses the limitation of filter elements of the web view page 
as the technique of provides the ability to cache, snapshot, or transmit entire web sites or portions 
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of web sites, and work within an entire web site while disconnected from the hosting network 
(see page 20, left col., paragraph [199]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 38, due to the similarity of this claim to the combination of claims 1 and 3, 
except for system instead of method claim, this claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set 
forth above. 

As per claim 41, due to the similarity of this claim to the combination of claims 1 and 3, 
this claim is therefore rejected for the same reasons applied to claims 1 and 3. 

As per claim 6, Ferguson discloses the limitations of detecting an element in the Web 
view page selected by a user and processing the element with the browser module if the element 
relates to a browser function as the technique of the developer may also create parallel browser 
based views of these distributed documents. The choice of whether to download a browser based 
view or desktop application based view of a page may be controlled by preferences set by the 
user (see page 6, right col., paragraph [0064]). This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as 
set forth above. 

As per claim 7, the limitation of displaying a web page in a separate browser program as 
a function of the element selected by the user is taught by Ferguson as the technique of while 
certain development capability may be best to provided through a specific, separate application 
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program for developer using the technology, many capabilities may be provided (see page 14, 
right col., paragraph [146]). This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 13, Ferguson discloses the limitation of loading the browser module into a 
memory space reserved to the application program as the technique of the word processing 
document is used with the productivity application augmented with network-functionality 
software that is resided in computer memory (see page 2, right col., paragraph [014]). This claim 
is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 15, due to the similarity of this claim to that of claim 6, this claim is 
therefore rejected for the reasons applied to claim 6. 

As per claim 18, due to the similarity of this claim to that of claim 7, this claim is 
therefore rejected for the reasons applied to claim 7. 

As per claim 27, Ferguson discloses the limitations of employing the browser module to 
detect that the user selected an element of the Web view page and the browser module 
determining that the browser module need not initiate a browser function related to the element 
that was selected as the technique of the developer may also create parallel browser based views 
of these distributed documents. The choice of whether to download a browser based view or 
desktop application based view of a page may be controlled by preferences set by the user. The 
developer may also wish to augment the browser-based version of the page so that it provides 
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some of the additional functionality included in the productivity application based version. 
Examples of such network functionality may include scripting for form data posting, HTML 
based light weight grid handling, and inserting meta tags into the browser based view of a page 
for managing later wire frame synchronization with the desktop application version (see page 6 } 
right col., paragraph [0064]). This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 33, due to the similarity of this claim to the limitations a and b of claim 27, 
this claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 28, Ferguson discloses the limitation of the browser module communicates 
information about the element that was selected to the application program as the technique of 
the developer may also wish to augment the browser-based version of the page so that it 
provides some of the additional functionality included in the productivity application based 
version. Examples of such network functionality may include scripting for form data posting, 
HTML based light weight grid handling, and inserting meta tags into the browser based view of 
a page for managing later wire frame synchronization with the desktop application version (see 
page 6, right col., paragraph [0064]). This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth 
above. 

As per claim 29, the limitation of wherein the application program obtains information 
about the element that was selected from an operating system under which the application 
program is running is taught by Ferguson as the technique of code for coupling at least one 
network enabling object to word processing document, wherein said at least one network 
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enabling object is configured to provide network based functionality to said word processing 
document (see page 23, left col., first paragraph). This claim is therefore rejected for the reason 
as set forth above. 

As per claim 30, due to the similarity of this claim to that of claim 6, this claim is 
therefore rejected for the same reasons applied to claim 6. 

As per claim 39, Ferguson discloses the limitations of determine whether a remote 
computing resource supports a Web view page in the application program dialog box; and if so 
access machine instructions stored in the memory that execute a browser module, to enable 
browser functions from within the application dialog box as the techniques of the augmented 
desktop application and enhanced document together form an Internet or network-enabled 
application that facilitates access to remote services and functionality while retaining 
functionality inherently provided by the desktop application (see page 5, right col., paragraph 
[055]), the word processing document is used with the productivity application augmented with 
network-functionality software that is resided in computer memory f see page 2, right col., 
paragraph [014]), and the developer may also create parallel browser based views of these 
distributed documents. The choice of whether to download a browser based view or desktop 
application based view of a page may be controlled by preferences set by the user (see page 6, 
right col,, paragraph [0064]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 
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As per claim 40, Ferguson discloses the limitation of defining the Web view page is 
obtained from the remote computing device and stored in the memory as the technique of the 
developer constructing embedded application Web pages may find that two or more pages at a 
given Web site (or all pages at a given site) are related and appropriate to be rendered as 
embedded application web pages. In this case, a word processing version of each of the two or 
more page may be created and stored within a single enhanced word processing document (see 
col. 20, left col, paragraph [0199]). 

This claim is therefore rejected for the reasons as set forth above. 

As per claim 42, due to the similarity of this claim to that of claim 1 and 6, this claim is 
therefore rejected for the same reasons applied to claims 1 and 6. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office Action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained through the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Ferguson et al. 
(US 2002/0065849 Al hereinafter Ferguson in view of Mathieu et al (USPN: 6,009,441) 
hereinafter Mathieu. 
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As per claim 2, Ferguson discloses the invention substantially as claimed above. 
Ferguson, however, does not disclose the limitations enabling a user to select a desired format 
from among the plurality of formats for displaying the dialog box; and in response thereto, 
displaying the dialog box of the application program in the desired format selected by the user. 

Mathieu discloses the limitations of enabling a user to select a desired format from 
among the plurality of formats for displaying the dialog box; and in response thereto, displaying 
the dialog box of the application program in the desired format selected by the user as the 
techniques of if the user inserts this WebBot component into a Web page using the FrontPage 
editor, a timestamp WebBot properties dialog box 130 is opened, as shown in Fig. 7 (see col. 7, 
lines 18-21) and a drop down list box 140 displays the current time in several different time and 
date formats from which the user can make a selection (see col. 7, lines 34-36 and see dialog 
date, time format 138, 140 in Fig. 7). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include Mathieu 's teachings of enabling a user to select a desired format 
from among the plurality of formats for displaying the dialog box; and in response thereto, 
displaying the dialog box of the application program in the desired format selected by the user 
into that of Ferguson invention. By doing so, the system would be enhanced by providing web 
authoring tool to its end user wherein it allows user capable of selecting desired format for 
display dialog box based on user desired manner. 



Response to Arguments 



Application/Control Number: 09/882,985 Page 1 8 

Art Unit: 2173 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 10 June 2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive: 

5. With respect to claim 1, the applicant argues that Ferguson does not appear to teach or 
suggest displaying a Web view page and does not appear to teach or suggest a dialog box object 
that is provided from within the application program. The examiner respectfully disagrees. 

Firstly, the applicant argues that a Web view page, defined in the specification as that 
which allows production of custom views and functions of a directory structure on a server 
without having to change the application program, is different than a Web page. Specifically, the 
applicant argues that Ferguson teaches that a word processing document enhanced with 
application web pages, is displayed in the applicant program, and not a Web view page. In 
response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of applicant's 
invention, it is respectfully noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., a Web view 
page which allows production of custom views and functions of a directory structure on a server 
without having to change the application program) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 
1993). In other words, the Web view page, as defined in the specification of the invention is not 
explicitly claimed in the recited language of the claims. The claims simply recite, "displaying 
the Web view page in the dialog box of the application program", without reciting that a Web 
view page is a web page that allows production of custom views and functions of a directory 
structure on a server without having to change the application program . Ferguson teaches that 
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the display of a word processing document that is enhanced with application web pages, on page 
2, paragraph 0013, and therefore, Ferguson teaches the display of application web pages, i.e. web 
view pages. 

Furthermore, the applicant argues that Ferguson does not disclose or suggest that the 
word processing document is displayed in or even includes a dialog box. The examiner 
respectfully disagrees. On pages 20-21, paragraphs 0200-0216, Ferguson teaches that a dialog 
box wizard such as those shown in Figures 16C-16D, are displayed; the dialog box wizards can 
be used to select and preview network-based content, i.e. web pages. Therefore, Ferguson 
teaches that the productivity application displays dialog boxes, i.e. wizards, which communicate 
with a browser module, i.e. select network-based content, and display web pages in the dialog 
box, i.e. preview the selected networked based content in the dialog box wizard. 

In view of the above, the examiner respectfully asserts that Ferguson teaches the 
limitations of claim 1, as presently recited. 

6. With respect to claims 10, 19, 25, 31,35, 36, 37, the applicant argues that since these 
independent claims include references to Web view pages, for similar reasons to claim 1, 
Ferguson does not teach the claims. In view of the examiner's response to arguments regarding 
claim 1, the examiner respectfully asserts that Ferguson teaches the subject claims. 

7. With respect to claim 2, the applicant argues that claim 2 depends from independent 
claim 1, and should be patentable for the same reasons. In view of the examiner's response to 
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arguments regarding claim 1, the examiner respectfully asserts that the combination of Ferguson 
and Mathieu teach the subject claim. 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Conclusion 

In responding to this office action, please note that the examiner of record for the above- 
identified application has changed. Please direct all future correspondence to the examiner listed 
below. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ting Zhou whose telephone number is (571) 272-4058. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 7:00 am - 4:30 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached at (571) 272-4048. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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